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A SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

STUDENT ELIGIBILITY

In Apriil, 1982, 28,108 fourth- and seventh-grade students scored
below the promotional criteria on standardized reading and/or mathematics
tests and became eligible for the Promotional Gates Program. Of this
number, 987 students were subsequently discharged from the school system
and 2,029 students were granted exceptions from the promotional policy.
By June, 1982, the number of Gates-eligible students was 25,068 -- 18
percent of all students enrolled in the fourth or seventh grade for the
first time in 1981-82,

SUMMER PROGRAM_AND AUGUST TEST RESULTS

Approximately 70 percent of Gates-eligible students registered for
the Gates summer program. More than half of the students held over in
June, 1982 took the optional retest in August, and more than a quarter
of all the June holdovers attained scores which allowed promotien to the
fifth or eighth grade before the cutset of the 1982-83 school year. In
general, students who took part in the Gates summer program were more
successful in meeting the promotional criteria in August than were
students who had not participated or who had attended for only a few
davs, :

Students who had initially scored below the criterion in one subject
-were more successful in gaining promotien than were students who had
fallen below the criteria in both areas. Seventh-grade students made
real gains in reading, but the reading achievement of fourth-grade hold-
overs showed no real improvement over the summer. Both grades made real
gains in mathematics achievement. Summer school participants made
greater strides than non-participants in both reading and mathematics.

FULL-YEAR_GATES PROGRAM: PLACEMENT AND ATTENDANCE DATA

At the beginning of the 1982-83 school! year, 19,051 students (13.7
percent of all first-time fourth or seventh graders in 1981-82) were
eligible for participation in the Gates program. Information collected
on class placement indicates that 87 percent of Gates holdovers were
placed in either Gates or Gates Extension classes by November, 1982Z.
However, data gathered through November 30 indicate that, on the average,
seventh-grade Gates students had poor attendance. Improving attendance
remains a major challenge to program administrators.

A



MIDYEAR OUTCOMES

When Gates-eligible students were tested in January, 1983, 11 percent
met*the more difficult midyear criteria and became eligible for promotion.
An additional 17 percent scored above the end-of-year pranotional criteria
in January. These results are similar to the midyear results of the :
1981-82 Gates program. The January test data also indicate that fourth-
grade Gates students made real gains of two months in reading and four
months in mathematics. Seventh-grade Gates students made gains of at
least five months in reading and eight months in mathematics. Seventh-
grade gains in reading were slightly higher this year than they were
last year; the performance of fourth graders was similar in the two years.
As in the first year of the program, Timited English proficient Gates
Students had lower achievement levels than other Gates students, indicating
that services for this special group should be reexamined.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Thé Gates evaluation team noted some major strengths in the program's
implamentation.
Ay

-- The organization and administration of the Gates program
through January, 1983 was more efficient than it had
been the previous year, despite the introduction of
the mathematics standard and the creation of three
categories of Gates holdovers,

-~ Appeal pkacedures3were formalized and more consistently
applied than in the program's first year.

-- Reaéticﬂs to staff training for the summer and full-year
programs were largely favorable, -

At the same time, the team identified areas requiring continued attention.

-- Improving student attendance remains a major challenge
to program administrators.

-- A shortage of instructional materials related to suggested
curricula hampered summer school instruction.

-- Servi.es to limite& Englis™ proficient students should
be scrutinized, judging by their performance on the CAT.

.
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I. INTRODUCTION

THE INTENT OF THE PROMOTIONAL POLICY

Tne intent of the New York City Public School's promotional policy
(Promotional Policy for Students in Grades Kindergarten through Grade Nine,
Chancellor's Regulation A-501) is to set and maintain citywide curriculum
and performance standards, identify students unable to meet the minimum
standards, and provide renedial instruction. The promotional policy sets
"gates" at grades four and seven: fourth- and seventh-grade students unable
to meet minimum performance standards at the end of the school year are
retained 2nd inen intensive instruction in reading and mathematics.

The policy was introduced in June, 1980. Pfamotionai standards for
kindergarten through grade nine were implemented during 1980-81, and
promotional gates in readiné were established for grades four and seven
at the end of the 1980-81 school year. At the end of therlgal—sz
school year,, promotion depended on performance levels in mathematics as

well as reading.*

THE PROMOTIONAL GATES PROGRAM, 1981-82 °

A series of evaluation reports documents the implementation process and
assesses program outcames during the first year of the Gates program.**

In 1983-84, mathematics achievement will no longer be used as a promotional
standard, but it vill remain a performance standard.

**These repor:s are available from the Office of Educational Evaluation
(0.E.E.). 4 )
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In its final 1981-82 report, the Gates evaluation team concluded that the
program met its objectives with respect to staff selection and training,
class size, scheduling requirements, and the use of exemplary curricula,

In April, 1981, over 24,000 fourth- and seventh-grade %tudents were
1deﬁtified as potential program participants based anltheir performance on
one of two reading testsiQ‘ The number of participants changed during the
course of the year as a result of exceptions granted and interim testing.

By April, 1982, 69.5 percent of the 18,653 Gates students with complete
test records had attained the promotional criteria. Those whc;did not
were retained again in 1982-83 and placed in Gates Extension classes.

Analysis of Gates students' April, 1981 pretest and April, 1982 posttest
scores indicated that they made sfgﬁiFicant gains in reading, although
their achievement éfd not differ greatly from that of a non-Gates ccﬁﬁarison
group. The evaluation team concluded that while 70 percent of Gates students
wWwere better able fo handle work in the next grade, helping the rema%ning 30
ﬁéfcént of students meet promotional criteria continued to be a difficult

problem.

SCOPE_OF THIS EVALUATFON

In the present report, we have examined:

-- staff development for 1982-83;

-~ - implementation of the Gates 1982 summer program and
outcomes reflected in the August, 1982 test results;

-~ the initial implementation of the 1982-83 Gates program
and outcomes reflected in January, 1983 test results.

© *The interiaﬁfAchigwemgntATestr(éAT) or the Criterion-Referenced

English Syntax Test (CREST).

-2-
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We asked the ‘same basic questions about the summer and the full-year
programs: to wﬁat extent did the program halp students meet promotional
criteria, and how much academic progress did the students make? To
answer thesé questivils we have looked at the achievement of various
categories of Gates students in 1982-83:

-- Feadinﬁ—énly holdavers;
-- mathematics-only holdovers;
== reading-mathematics holdovers.

Thx data in this report refer to students held over in the faurth
or seventh grade for the first time in 1981-82.* The report also
includes data on two subgroups of the Gates population: 1imited English
proficient students and resource room students.**

Throughout the report, we highlight program changes that occurred
since last year. Chaptef IT, "Program Background,"” outlines the general
operation of the Gates program: promotional criteria; the exception and

1s procedure; the testing schedule; and categories of eligibijity.

[+

pea

ppea
hapter III, "Staff Development," hriefly presents staff reactions to training

[e]

for the summer and full-vear programs. Chapter IV, "Summer Instructional

Program," describes the summer curricula, discusses the evalation team's

*The Gates Extension Program, 1982-83, is evaluated in a separate 0.E.E.
report. 7
**Resource room students are mainstreamed special education studentc

receiving additional attention in resource classroom's (as opposed to
students in self-contained special education classrooms).



classroan observations, and presents attendance data. We expiore the
impact of the summer program in Chapter V, which presents the results
of optional August retests.

Although our end-of-year report will present a detailed analysis of
the full-year Gates program, Chapter VI presents initial data concerning

lass placements and student atte dance. Chapter VII analyzes the midyear

[4]

est results and compares them to last year's midyear results. Chapter

Lo

VIII presents our major findings a~d conclusions.




II. PROGRAM BACKGROUND

PROMOTIONAL CRITERIA, APRIL, 1982

Reading Criteria

As in 1981-82, fourth- and seventh-grade studefits had to take the
California Achievement Test (CAT) and attain scores of at least 3.7
and 6.2 respectively to be promoted.

However, the promotional crite -+ for limited English proficient
(LEP) students were changed in 1982. Students who had been in an
English-language school system for more than two but less than four
years were required to obtain a raw score above the twentieth percentile
on the reading subtest of the Language Assessment Battery (LAB; English
version).* For fourth-grade students, this was equivalent to a score
of 13 (level II of the LAB); for seventh-grade students this was equi-
valent to a score of 25 (level III). Students in an English-language
program for more than four years were subject to regular promotional
criteria on the CAT, Students in an English-Tanguage program for less

than two years were exempt from the promotional policy.

Ma;hgmatic§55ritgria

In April, 1982 students were for the first time subject to promo-
tional criteria in mathematics. To be promoted, they had to attain
scores on the New York City Mathematics Test (N.Y.C.M.T.) that were

*In 1981, promotion of LEP students who had been in an English
language school system for less than four years had been based on the
Criterion Referrenced English Syntax Test (CREST).

L]
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not more than two years below their grade level. (Fourth graders had
to score 2.7 or above; seventh graders, 5.7 or above.)

While the reading criteria for the two grades were roughly equivalent
in temms of percentile ranks (twenty-seventh percentile for fourth grade
and twenty-ninth percentile for seventh grade), this was not the case
for mathematics. The fourth-grade mathematics criterion was equivalent
to tne seventh percentile in national nomms while the seventh-grade

‘Mathematics criterion was equiva?ent to the twenty-third percentile,
One would therefore expect to see significantly fewer mathematics hold-

overs in fourth grade; this was indeed the case.

STUDENT ELIGIBILITY

The praﬁotianai policy allows students to move into and out of the
Gates program at a number of points in the school year. The Gates
population changes as students attain promotional criteria at any one
of a number of test administrations, are granted waivers of the promotional
standard through exceptions or appeals or are discharged from the schanl system,*
Pronotion at the end of the 1981-82 year depended on the April, 1982
tests. Optional retests were administered in August, 1982. During the
fall, the tests were given to students who had not been tested in April
or August. Students were retested in January, 1983, for midyear promotion:
midyear promotion criteria, however, were more stringent than end-of-

year criteria,

*A detailed accounting of pupil movement in and out of the Gates
program is presented in Appendix A.

-6-




Figure 1 presents the number of students in the Gates program at
various points from April, 1982 through February, 1983. 1In April, 1982,
28,108 students, or 21.6 percent of all students in the fourth or
seventh grade for the first time, failed to meet promotional criteria.
The Office of Promotional Policy granted exceptions to 2,053 of these
students, and thus in June, 1982, 25,068 students, or 18 percent of
Tirst-time fourth and seventh graders, were actually held over., A
breakdown of the June holdovers by grade and eligibility category is
presented in Table 1. The number of seventh-grade holdovers was
more than double the number of fourth-grade holdove: s, an imbalance
reflecting the relatively greater impact of the mathematics standard
on the seventh grade: 10 percent of fourth-grade and 72 percent of

seventh-grade holdovers did not meet the mathematics criterion,

EXCEPTION AND APPEALS PROCEDURE

In 1982-83, procedures for requesting exceptions from the promotional
policy were formalized by the Office of Promotional Policy (0.P.P.) and
in May, 1982, these procedures were announced in a memorandum to community
; superintendents. Principals requesting individua? exceptions were required
to submit a detailed educational profile for each student on a standard |
form. As in the previous year, principals’ requests were sent to éhe
canmunity superintendent; approved requests were then forwarded to the
Office of Promotional Policy for consideration. 1In addition, this year
all parents of fourth- and seventh-grade children who did not meet
promotional criteria were advised by letter of the Chancellor's
regulation authorizing their right to appeal the promotional status of

their children.
, 1.
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TABLE 1
Categories of Student Eligibility for

the Promotional Gates Program
as of June, 1982

Reading- En%y Mathematics-gnly Reading- Hathemasics Total
holdovers holdovers holdevers _holdavers
Grade 4 7,059 177 7,886
Grade 7 4,683 5,827 1? , 182
11,742 6,004 .

a1 status of an additional 4, ;842 students was unknown
scores for both tests or thev lacked either a read?ng or
1t met the criterion in the other subject. .

=
ia

NOTE: The premoiicn
Because they lacked
mathematics score bu

qHoldovers in arly one subject either scored abave the criterion, or were
missing scores in the other category.

bRéadiﬁg—mathematics holdaovers scored below the criterion in both subjects.




Exceptions were generally decided by considering the number of months
a student's total score fell below the promotional criterion; a student's
canprehension subtest score on the CAT; and/or a student's problem-solving
subtést score on the N.Y.C.M.T. For the first time, the Office of
Pranotional Pg]iéy also considered indications of ability on alter-
native tests of reading: tne Degrees of Reading Power (D.R.P.) and
the Pupil Evaluation Program {PEP) testsi

In examining exceptions for severth-grade students, reviewers alss took
into account the number of subjects a student had failed. The exception
was more likely to be denied if a student had failed several subjects.

The number of exceptions granted in 1982 was five times the number

granted in 1981, reflecting the impact of the new procedures,

=10-



ITI. STAFF DEVELOPMENT

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

An important camponent of the Promotional Gates Program is the
training of program staff, In 1982-83, training for district facilitators,
suparvisors, and teachers was held on three separate occasions. Training
in June anticipated the Gates summer-school pragram. Training for the
full-year program took place over a two-week period in August and on one
additional day in November.

We looked at summer school pre-service training and at pre- and in-
service training for the full-year program with the following questions
in mind: |

-- What changes had occurred in the organization and im-
plementation of the training programs since the previous
year?

-- What were participants' reaction to the programs?

== Were there differences in the perceptions of facilitators,

supervisors, and teachers? between teachers of different
subjects?

TRAINING FOR THE SUMMER PROGRAM

To prepare for the summer program, leaders of district staff develop-
ment received Fhree hours of training in their éubject area -- conmunication
arts or mathematics; site supervisors received thrée hours of training
related to both subjects; and teachers received four hours of pre-service
training in the appropriate subject(s). Teachers were also required to

attend a total of eight hours of in-service staff development during

=11-




afternoons in July and August, after teaching students in the morning.
This additional training was conducted in the districts, not centrally.

In general, supervisors and teachers surveyed by the evaluation team
seemed pleased with the summer workshops. Many did suggest, however,
that training was rushed and that more time at workshops for reviewing
materials and practicing new techniques might be helpful. For the most
pFart supervisors and teachers éxpréssed similar reactions, although o
supervisors as a group felt less prepared to handle the responsibilities
of the program (66 percent of the supervisors felt prepared, compared
with 80 percent of the teachers).

Table 2 provides a breakdown of positive ratings given to the
workshops by teachers in each grade and subject area. The percentage of
positive ratings of communication arts workshops ranged from 48 percent
to 92 percent. Mathematics workshops consistently received higher ratiégs;
the percentage of positive ratings ranging from 68 to 95 percent among
fourth-grade teachers, and from 60 to 94 percent among seventh-grade

teachers.

TRAINING FOR_THE FULL-YEAR PROGRAM

Pre-Service Treining -- August, 1982

The Division of Curriculum and Instruction conducted a needs assess-
ment among Gates staff which was used to plan training for the full-year
Gates program. Ten half-day sessions were held from August 16 to August
27. New Gates teachers received more extensive training (éD to 40 hours)
than teachers participating in the program for a second year (8 to 16

hours).

-12-



TABLE 2

Teachers' Reactions to Training for the Summer Program

?grEE@tager@f Positive Ratings

. Mathematics _
, Grade 4 Grade 7 Grade 4 Grade 7
Questions (N=116) (N=155) (N=22) (N=119)

The Gates programs were
clearly explained. 874 83%

W
R

5% 92%
Questions were answered
satisfactorily. 92 81 91 94

Relevant demonstrations/
examples were provided. 76 71 91 81

Relevant activities/
exercises were provided. 77 66 82 76

Had opportunity to prac-
tice techniques. a8 51 £8 60

Appropriate balance of 7 ) 7
explanation and practice 57 56 77 7G
was provided.

Had opportunity to study ) ) -

program materials. 61 69 77 77

Now understand the

Gates summer program., 88

~
~J
~J
>
Lna]
o

Believe the Gates
summer program will ) )
be effective. 76 70 86 83

Teachers' needs
were addressed 72 65 82 84

Feel prepared for ]
responsibilities. a1 81 86 93

-13-




Twenty of the 25 facilitators who attended training in August
responded to an evaluation quésti@n;aire, and their reactions were
generally favorable, Eighty percent felt that questions were encouraged
and answered professicnally: 70 percent felt that relevant activities
were provided. Most facilitators also expressed confidence in their
overall ability to implement the Gates program in 1982-83 (84 percent)
and to deal with situations that they were Tikely to encounter (80
percent),

A smaller majority of facilitators felt that the training prepared

them for specific responsibilities. such as evaluating program effect-

(1]

iveness (65 percent), organizing follow-up staff training (60 percent),
and understanding the relationship of special and bilingual. education to
the Gates program (60 percent).

Supervisors and teachers were also asked to evaluate tﬁeir training.
Table 3 presents results from 116 supervisors and 1,293 teachers who
responded to our questionnaire; most of them gave ﬁositive ratings to
each aspect of training reviewed. Most felt that questions were en-
couraged and answered préfessiona]1y; that relevant activities were
provided, and that they were prepared to supervise or teach the Gates
program. However, fewer respondents in both groups felt that they had

had sufficient time to learn program techniques.

In-Service Training -- November, 1982

In-service training during 1982-83 was also reorganized to reflect
the program staff's experiences in 1981-82, In 1981-82, each district

had held its own teacher training, offering eight hours of training in



canmunication arts and eight in mathematics. This year, staff training
planned and administered centrally and offered %o both teachers and supe
in the form of a six-hour session held on Veterans Day. Districts using
exemplary programs provided an additional four hours of local training.
Only districts using optional ﬁrograms provided all 16 hours of staff
training Tocally.

Most of the workshops given at the training sessions were ]ed by
experienced Gates teachers or curriculum specialists. They covered a
wide variety of topics, such as oral-language development, mathematics
anxiety, the use of audio-visual media, techniques for teaching writing
in Gates classrooms, and exemplary curricula.

Overall, participants rated warkshops favorably: 92 percent found
that the workshops helped them improve classroom instruction; 89 percent
planned to use materials from the workshops in their instructional

programs and 81 percent felt that follow-up workshops should be provided.



TABLE 3

Reactions of Supervisors and Teachers to Pre-Service
Training for the Full-Year Gates Program, August, 1982

Percentage of Positive Ratings

Supervisors Teachers
__N=116_ _N=1,293

Questions

Questions were encouraged and
answered professionally. 95% 88%

Relevant demonstrations/activities/ 7
exercises were provided. a5 a5

Had opportunity to study program
materials. 79 69

Had sufficient time to learn B
program techniques. 67 60

Learned how Gates teachers are

to use individual diagnosis to pian

for instruction. 76 71
Participant's needs were addressed. 73 73
Understand this Gates program. 85 77

Agree with instructional methods
to be used. 84 70

Believe this program will be
effective. 84 79

Feel prepared to supervise/teach -
this Gates program. 83 75

°Supervisors and teachers were generally satisfied with pre-service
training for the full-year program.

°Both groups were least satisfied with opportunities to practice
techniques.

916’—,
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W, SUMMEE R INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

The summer instrutional pr ogram was conducted for six week s ,
fran July 6, 1982 to hust 13, 1982. A minimum of five teachers and _
100 students was requird to es—=cioiish a site. There were 133 s ummer
school sites in the 3ldistrict===, each supervised by a summer adminis-
trator. Students in Wth grade=s received one and one-half hours of cam-
munication arts and/c me and csne-half hours of mathematics instruction

daily, in classes of mmre th==n 20 students.

DESCRIPTION OF CURRICUA

The curriculum guitk for the= summer Gates reading classes (both
grades) suggested thatwch dail y lesson include a few minutes of journal
writing and newspaper nuding, a whole-group reading lesson based on
literature or content-iea ma ter- dals, a period of skills instruickion, sus=

tained silent reading, wme oral reading by the teacher, and apreview of

the next day's lesson. The guide= also provided teachers with reading assessment

materials and sample Tessons.

The mathematics guile sugges==ed that the daily lesson include homework
review, problem=solving a di rect—=ed group lesson, small-group instruction/
'i‘ndi‘viduaﬁzed skill pritice, he=mework assignments, and a sumary-preview.
It also prescribed objetives anc2 provided a planning log, a large selection

of instructional activitles, and appropriate mastery tests.
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CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

The evaluation team visited 66 Gates classesit44 == ummer school sites.*
Observers considered three aspects of instruction envi roment; classroom
climate; and lesson organization and content, Thy rate=d classroams by
assigning either a positive ("adequate" or "commetble" ), a negative ("needs
attention"), or non-evaluative ("not applicable" nting i*¥

Tabie 4 shows the percentage of canmunicationrts a nd mathematics
classes receiving positive ratings. Since Gates thsses in both fourth
and seventh grades followed the same instructionadplan —for each subject,
and since observations led to similar findings forhth =grades, ratings

for fourth- and seventh-grade classes are cambinel,

*Twenty-four observers visited 21 fourth gradeand &=5 seventh grades
in all districts, covering five to eight percent ¢clas=ses in each of four
instructional categories: fourth-grade communicatin art—s, fourth-grade
mathematics, seventh-grade communication arts, ani{swent—h-grade mathematics.

**To obtain a measure of interrater reliability two c=sbservers visited
the same 18 classrooms. Each observer rated the dissroceams separately and
they later compared ratings. Where ratings differn, the=y resolved the
differences after discussing the observed lessan the basis for assigning
a rating. In this way, each of 18 classroams was isigne—=d a pair of ratings
along 14 relevant criteria. Of the 252 pairs of rifngs - thus assigned, 86
(34 percent) were originally in disagreement. Of se, 38 were resolved
in favor of the higher score, 32 were resolved in fyor o- the lower score,
and six were resolved in favor of a rating midway liveen the two original
ratings. In ten cases, one observer shifted from jmnevaaluative rating
("not applicable") to the rating assigned by the olr ob=server.

-18-
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TABLE 4

Observers' Ratings of Summer (lassas

Percentage of Posit dve Ratings
Comunication Arts Mathmatics
Grade 4 & Grade ] Grade |} Grade |
Questions N= 36 i 30
Area
School Environment
Security maintained 78% 808
School Climate 83 80
Classroom Climate
Physical conditions 58 8]
Room arrangement 78 n
Sufficiency of mater-ials 53 N
Noise level 94 81
Pupil-teacher, pupi® -
pupil interactiorzs 92 9
Lesson
"~ Reflects suggested
curriculum 44 583
Content appropriate to
student needs 83 a3
Objective clearly presented 18 8]
Pupils able to pract ice 53 71
Teacher gives guidance 92 83
Orderly and producti wve pace 69 71
Lesson summarized, preview
given, homework a ssigned 28 70

?School environment and ¢ Tassroom climate generally receiwd high rating, although the percentages
of positive ratings assi gned to comnunication arts classes in re gard tophysical conditions and mat
were relatively low. :

°Observers assigned fewer positive ratings to comunicatioarts lessonsthan to mathematics lessons




The program was satisfactorily ihpiemented in a majority of the classes
visited. Aspects of schocel enviroment -- school security and school
climate -- were rated positiveiy for at least three-quarters of the classaéi
For the most part, observers also praised the classroom climate, at least
those elements which were within the teachers' control such as noise level,
roam arrangement, and classroom interactions. They were less enthusia;tic
about the physical condition of the rooms and about the sufficiency of
materials, particularly in the communication arts classes.

In genéra1; observers were more critical of communication arts lessons
than of mathematics lessons, noting that pupiis were given less opportunity
to practice and that teachers failed to summarize or preview lessons, or
assign homework: only 28 percent of the communication arts classes received
positive ratings in these areas.

Although observers indicated that content in most classes was appropriate
Gates curriculum objectives or procedures: only 44 percent of the communicatio
arts classeszand 53 percent of the mathematics classes received positive

ratings in this regard.

ATTENDANCE

Throughout the summer program, districts provided the Office of
Promotional Policy w%th information on the daily attendance of students
at district summer sites. Table 5 provides a citywide summary of this
information., District registers indicate a total of 13,624 stﬁdents ==

71 percent of those eligible -- registered for .eading classes and 8,951

=20-
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TABLE 5

Average Daily Attendance in Summer Program
Reading and Mathematics Classes

Average Daily Percentage in
Eligible Registered Attendance Attendance
. - (% of eligibles) ) - (% of registered’

Reading - N % N %

Grade 4 7,709 5,600 72.6 4,431 79.1
Grade 7 11,355 8,024 70.7 5,731 71.4
Both grades 19,064 13,624 71.5 10,162 74.6

Mathematics

469 58,7 408 86.4
_8.482 67.9 - 5,723 67.5
8,951 67.2 6,128 68.5

Grade 4
Grade 7
Both grades

N )
“l"' 4




students -- 67 percent of those eligible -- registered for summer mathematics
classes.

Data for individual students in eagh district indicated that 46 percent
of the reading students and 44 percent of the mathematics students eligible
for the summer program attendéd at Teast half of the total instructional
sessions.* ‘

Of those who registered for summer school, the average daily attendance

of fourth-grade students was better than that of seventh-grade students. (The

rercentage of fourth graders enrolled in the matha:: tics classes, however,

was relatively low.)

*Appendix B presents summer attendance date for individual districts.
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V. OQUTCOMES: AUGUST, 1982 TEST RESULTS

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The optional August test gave students a sacond opportunity to attain
the pranotional criteria and becamne eligible for promotion to the fifth or
eighth grade. OQur initial questions in looking at the August, 1982 test
data were:

-- What proportion of Gates students became eligible
for pramotion to the fifth or eighth grade 1in
August, 19827

-~ What were the gains of Gates students in reading
and mathematics from April to August, 19827

Since we were particularly interested in the impact of the voluntary
sunmer program, we conducted a séparate analysis to compare the test results
of participants with nonparticipants, z2nd asked:

-- What was the impact of summer school participation
on criteria attaimment and on achievement in
reading and mathematics?
Thus the first section of the chapter provides an overview of August, 1982
test results; the second section looks more closely at the effect of

participation in the summer program.

AN OVERVIEW

ijtgﬁiarﬁ;;ainmagg

Table 6 provides an overview of the students who attained the promo-
tional criteria in August. More than half of the students eligible for
the Gates program -- an almost equal proportion in each grade -- took

the optional August test. The 6,734 students promoted on the basis of




this testing represent 26.9 percent of the June holdovers.* The proportion
of students promoted was nearly the same in both grades (25.8 percent and
27.3 percent in the fourth and seventh grades, respectively).

The number of students in each category of elibility is also illus-
trated in Table 6. As might be expected, %n each grade the proportion
of reading-mathematics holdovers attaining criteria was much smaller than
the proportion of successful reading-only or mathematics-only holdovers:
in the fourth grade, only 5.8 percent of the reading-mathematics hold-

avers met the criteria.

Student Achievement

To measure student achievement, we examined test results for 411
students with scores from both April and August tests.** We adjusted
the average April scores in each grade to account for regression to
the mean*** and to permit an estimate of gain over and above effects

due to regression.

*The number of students promoted represents 45 percent of the retested
group.

**The summer tests were voluntary, and students who chose to retake
the test in August were those who might have been expected to score higher
than the average Gates holdover. Therefore conclusions about the two
groups must be drawn cautiously. Appendix C displays differences in the
scores of the two groups. )

***The regression effect has been discussed -in previous evaluation
reports on the Gates program. It results when the same test is used for
both pupil selection and program evaluation and is particularly strong
at the "tails" of a test score distribution. Appendix D presents the
adjustment procedures foilowed here.

=24~
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TABLE 6

Criteria Attainment by Eligibility Category
August, 1982

Total Reading-Only Mathematics-Only Reading-Mathematics
S (% of eligibles) 7% of eligibles) (%2 of eTigibles)
Grade 4
Number tested 4,686 (59.4%) 4,402 (62.4%) 75 (42.4%) 209% (32.2%)
June holdovers 7,886 7,059 7 177 650 ,
Met criteria 2,038 1,947 (27.6) 58 (32.8) 33 (5.8)
Category shifts" + 5§ + 163 +33 : =141
September holdovers 5,403 5,275 152 476
Grade 7 |
Number tested 10,566 (61.5%) 3,165 (67.6%) 3,819 (65.5%) 3,682 (53.7%)
June holdovers 17,182 4,683 ) 5,827 7 6,672 )
Met criteria b 4,696 1,961 (41.9) 2,143 (36.8) 592 (8.8)
Category shifts® - 183 + 537 +1,016 ~1,370
September holdovers12,669 3,259 4,700 4,710

NOTE: ™ Numbers in parentheses iﬁdiéate’héFtentége‘bf'tota1‘dﬁhé'Eates;élig bTe students when applicable,

i

aThis does not inciude students tested in only one of the two sﬁbj3£tsg

3Eateg§ry shifts arose primarily from: reading-mathematics holdovers who met the criterion on only
one summer test, and students not previously tested who failed to meet.criteria on one or both tests,

°The percentage of students attaining the joint rezding-mathematics criteria
was small in both grades.

o
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Reading Achievement. Table 7 summarizes April and August, 1982 CAT

results for all retested June holdovers with below-criterion April reading
gcores, This includes reading-mathematics holdovers as well as reading-
only holdovers. (No analysis of bilingual students' LAB scores was
possible since few students had been held over on the basis of their
LAB scores.) 7

On the average, fourth-grade students showed an adjusted gain of only
two scale-score units from April to August testings. Their observed gain
was no greater than would have been a2xpected as a result of regression.
On the other hand, seventh-grade students' April to August adjusted gains
indicated a real gain for this group. Their adjusted gain of 12.1 scale-
score units is equivalent to a gain of at least four months,

Mathematics Achievement. Table 8 summarizes the April and August,

1982 N.Y.C.M.T. results of all retested June holdovers wha had initialily
scored belaow the mathematics criteria. On the average, fourth-=grade
students obtained an August score which was, in grade-equivalent terms,
three months higher than their adjusted April score. The average

August grade equivalent of students in the seventh Q%édé was four months
higher than their adjusted April score.* Scores in both grades indicate

significant mathematics achievement during the summer months.

*Grade-equivalent scores should not be used to compare achiesvement
of the two grades. Scale scores are the appropriate metric for comparing
achievement across grade levels. Table 8 indicates that fourth graders
made higher scale score gains than seventh graders.’
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TABLE 7

Summer Reading Achievement

Aprii, 1982 August, 1982 Differenc
a Observed mean Adjusted mean Grade Scale , , Grade Scale
Grade N scale score (S.D.) scale score” equivalent score (S.D.) equivalent score
Four 4,549  375.1 (21.6) 390.5 3.5 392.5 (30.0) 3.5 2.0
Seven 6,862 454.2 (26.6) 470.1 5.6 482.2 (38.3) 6.0 12.1

Mhis analysis includes students who had both April and August, 1982 CAT scale scores. Too few
students had April and August, 1982 LAB scores to analyze achievement on that test.

bAn adjustment was made to account for regression to the mean.
°Fourth-grade students showed no greater gain than would have been expected as a
result of regression. ‘ )

°Seventh-grade students showed an average adjusted gain of four months.




TABLE 8

Summer Mathematics Achievement
by Gates Students

April, 1982 _ August, 1982 Difference

' Mean =
Observed mean Adjusted megn Grade scaie Grade

Scale
jrade N scale score (S.D.) scale score equivalent score (S.D.) equivalent

score

‘our 277 246.8  (9.8) 254.7 2.6 273.9 (24.1) 2.9 19.2
even 7,037 344.6 (18.9) 351.8 5.0 '362.6 (30.0) 5.4 10.8

This analysis includes students who had both April and August, 1982 N.Y.C.M.T. scale scores,

An adjustment was made to account for regression to the mear,

°Both grades made significant gains in mathematics.

°Fourth graders showed average adjusted gains of three months,
or 19.2 scale score units.

°Seventh graders showed average adjusted gains of four months,
or 10.8 scale score units.
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IMPACT OF SUMMER SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

The six-week summer program consisted of 28 days of instruction in
reading and 27 days in mathematics. In order to examine the impact of
program participation, we defined students who attended for 15 or more
instructionai days as participants; we defined those in attendance for
fewer (or nc) days as nonparticipants. (The number of students in
attendance for at Teast one but less than 15 days was small.)

In comparing scores of participants aﬁd nonparticipants, it is impor-
tant to bear in mind that the proportion of participants taking the tests
was much greater than the proportion of nonparticipants taking the test.*
In addition, participants were probably more highly motivated, and thus
more iikely to score well. On the other hand, within the retested group,
participants and nonparticipants had similar April scores.** It may also
be true that some of the nonparticipants taking the August test had re-

ceived tutorial or other assistance.

Table 9 separates the reading holdovers into two groups: those who
participated in the summer program 15 or more days and those who did not.
Approximately half or (46.5 percent) of the 19,064 students held over for
reading attended summer school for 15 or more days. Proportions were similar

in the two grades.

*Among the participants, 98.5 percent (or 8,727 students) took the
reading test, compared with only 29.9 percent of the nonparticipants {or

3,048 students).  In mathematics, the figures were 98.8 and 31.4 percent.
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TABLE 9

Attainment of Reading Criteria by
Summer School Participants and Nonparticipants

Grade Four (N%= 7,709) Grade Seven (N%= 11,355)

Participants Nonparticipants Participants Nonparticipants
(15+ days) (15+ days)

no(%)° no(%) no (%) noo(%)

Retested: ,
Met criterion 1,676 (44.8%)% 346 (37.0%)% 2,642 (53.0%)% 882 (41.8%)
Did not meet

criterion 2,068 (55.2) 590 (63.0) 2,
, : 936 g, 91

, 3
3,744 9

41 (47.0) 1,230 (58.2)
Z,112

Not retested 82 2,947 -1 4,205
3,826 3,883 5,038 6,317

NOTE. The summer test was either the CAT or, if the student was eligible
to take it, the LAB. Students without a2 test score by August, 1982 were
not Gates-eligible in August, 1982 and are not included in these numbers.
Summer school participants for whom no attendance information was entered
are classified here as nonparticipants. (LAB-eligibles were classified
as nonparticipants since attendance data were not available for them.)
duye represents the number eligible in each grade (7,709 in grade four
and 11,355 in grade seven); "n" represents the number in each attendance
- category. Percentages of students who met or did not meet criteria in
each attendance category are based on the number tested: 4,680 fourth
graders and 7,095 seventh graders. Comparisons of the attainment rates
of participants and nonparticipants (using a Chi square test) showed:
grade four, (corrected, df=1) = 18.2, P<.0001; grade seven, (corrected,
df=1) = 74.76, p<.0001. — ' =

bPercentage of those retested.
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Qriteria Attainment. In each grade, summer school participants were

more likely than the nonparticipants to meet the reading criteria. (See
Table 9.) 1In the fourth grade, 44.8 percent of the participants met the
criterion, campared with 37.0 percent of the nonparticipants. The dif-
ference was larger in the seventh grade: 53 percent of participants met
the reading criterion, canpared with 41.8 percent of nonparticipants.
These within-grade differences were statistically significant. These

data are displayed graphically in Figure 2.

FIGURE 2

% OF GATES STUDENTS ATTAINING READING CRITERIA AUCIST, (30
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Student Achievement Gains. Table 10 summarizes data concerning pretest

and posttest scores of participants and nonparticipants. In each grade,
summer school participants made significantly greater gains from April

to August than did nonparticipants. In the fourth grade,:the average score
of participants was one month (five scale score units) higher than that

of nonparticipants, and in thé seventh grade, the average score of par-
ticipants was four months (nine scale score units) higher than that of

nonparticipants.

The Summer Mathematics Program

Table 11 displays the number and perﬁentaées of mathematics holdovers
attaining criteria on the August, 1982 N.Y.C.M.T. A relatively small
percentage of fourth-grade mathematics hoidovers attended summer school.*
Only 26.5 percent af the 327 eligible fourth graders participated in
the summer mathematics program, conpared with 47.5 percent of eligible

seventh graders.

*This may in part reflect differences in eligibility. In the fou.th
grade the number of mathematics-only holdovers was relatively small;
thus'mathematics holdovers were primarily reading-mathematics holdovers.
In the seventh grade, there were a large number of mathematics-only
holdovers as well as a large number of reading-mathematics holdovers.
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TABLE 10

Comparison of Reading Achievement:
Summer School Participants and Nonparticipants

Observed mean Adjusted mean
a scale score scale score Grade
N° August, 1982 (S.D.) August, 1982 equivalent
Grade Four Participants 3,746 393.5 (29.8) 393.4 3.5
Nonparticipants 803 387.8 (29.3) 388.3 3.4
Grade Seven Participants 4,988 485.4 (38.0) 485.4 6.1
Nonparticipants 1,874 474.0 (38.0) 474.0 5.7

his analysis includes Gates-eligible students who had both April and August, 1982 CAT
scale scores. '

bAn analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed to adjust the August, 1982 scores; this
partial adjustment accounts for differences between summer school participants' and non-
participants' April, 1982 scores.

*p<.0001 in both analyses.

°Average gains of fourth-grade participants were one month higher
than those of nonparticipants.

°Average gains of seventh-grade participants were four months higher
than those of nonparticipants. ‘




TABLE 11

Attainment of the Mathematics Cri-aria by
Summer School Participants and Nerparticipants

Grade Four (N%= 827) Grade Seven (Na; 12,499)
Participants  Nonparticipants Participants  Nonparticipants
15+ days B - 15+ days o
, o b . ; o\ b
n?  (z)P n? (3)F o (z)P ()t

Retested: : _
Met criteria 156 (74.3) 56 (64.4) 2,675 (50.9) 673 (29.4)
Did not meet
criteria 54 (25.7) 31 (35.6) 2,585 (49.1) 1,619 (70.6)
210 a7 5,260 2,392~
Not retested 9 521 - 56 4,891
219 608 5,316 7,283 .

NOTE. These figures only include students with at least one below-criterion test
score in June. Untested students would not have been identified as eligible for
the Gates program. Also, summer school participants for whom nc attendance
information was entered are classified here as nonparticipants.

4UN" represents the number eligible in each grade; "n" represents the number
in each attendance category,
b . "
Percentages of students who met or did not meet criteria in each attendance
category are based on the number whao actually took the test: 297 fourth graders
and 7,552 seventh graders. Comparisons of the attainment rates .of participants
and nonparticipants showed: grade four, chi square (corrected, df=1) = 2,50,
p=.11; grade seven, chi square (corrected, df=1) = 297.9, p<.000T.
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Crit erfgiAttainmgnti In each grade, a higher proportion of participants

than nonparticipants met the mathematics criterion, although the ¢iff. o, o
was statistically significant only in the seventh grade. In ths “ourth
grade, 74,3 percent of the participants who took the mathematics ..ost

met the criterion, compared with 64.4 percent of the nonparticipants.

In the seventh grade, 50.9 percent of those who attended summer classes

met the criterion, compared with 29.4 percent of the nonparticipants.

Figure 3 dispiays these data graphically.

FIGURE 3

q OF GATES STUDENTS ATTGINING HTH IPIT ERTA AUGHET, 149
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Achievement. Table 12 compares the mathematics gains of summer
school participants and nonparticipants fram April to August. The gains
of summer school participants were significantly greater than those of
nonparticipants iﬁ each grade. In the fourth grade, the average August
score of participants was two months (seven scale score units) greater
than that of the nonparticipants. The difference between participants
and nonparticipants was greater in the seventh grade: the average August
score of participants was six months (14 scale score units) gréater than

that of nonparticipants.



TABLE 12

Comparison of Summer Mathematics Achievement
by Summer School Participants and Nenparticipants

Observed mean Adjusted mean
Summer a scale score scale score b Grade
Grade school N August, 1982 (S.D.) August, 1982- equivalent
Four® Participants 203 276.0 (23.7) 275.7 3.0
Nonparticipants 74 268.1 (24.4) 268.9 2.8
sevend Participants 5,065 367.0 (29.6) 366.5 5.6
Nonparticipants 1,972 351.2 (27.9) 352.7 5.0

This analysis includes Gates-eligible students who had both April and August,
1982 N.Y.C.M.T. scale scores.
bAn analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed to adjust the August, 1982

scores; this partial adjustment accounts for some of the difference between
summer school participants' and nonparticipants' April, 1982 scores.

d

F=499.0, p<.0001

°Average gains of fourth-grade participants were two months (seven
scale score units) greater than -hose of nonparticipants.

°Average gains of seventh-grade participants were six months (14
scale scors units) greater those of nonparticipants.
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VI. THE FULL-YEAR GATES PROGRAM: CLASS PLACEMENTS AND ATTENDANCE

Following the August testing, 18,572 students were eligible for
participation in the Gates program. In September, make-up tests adminis-
tered to students with missing test scores resulted in the identification
of an additional 479 Gates-eligible students, bringing the Gates popula-
tion to 19,051 students. Updates of the data base by the Office of Student
Information Services (0SIS) indicate that another 155 students were
identified as eligible during the fall, bringing the total Gates population

to 19,206.*

CLASS PLACEMENTS

Table 13 displays the classroan rlacements of Gates students reported
by districts on the November 30, 1982 roster. Information was available
for 93.1 percent of the students (17,880 students). Of these, 85.1
percent were placed in Gates classroans and an additional 2.1 percent
assigned to Extension classes.** The remaining 12.8 percent were, for
the most part, held over but not put into Gates classes: either none
were available in the school and parents refused cluster site assicnments,
or the students were promoted to the next higher grade despite the promo-

tional policy.

*See Appendix A for a more detailed description of the make-up
testing and updates of the data base.

**Because there is some ambiguity on the data base regarding the
definitian of an Extension student, it is likely that some of the 373
students had been incorrectly identified as Gates students and .actually
belonged in these Extension classes.
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TABLE 13

Class Placements of 1982-83 Gates Students

Class Placement
) Gates , i ) )
Gates Extension Non-Gates Unknown Total
Four
Reading-only 4,096 106 758 486 5.446
Math-only 73 1 61 20 155
Reading-Mathematics 414 16 46 _52 528
Total 4,583 123 865 558 6,129
Seven )
Reading-only 2,618 97 380 222 3,317
Mathematics-only 3,711 23 731 319 4,784
Reading-Mathematics 4,304 130 315 __ 227 _4,976
Total 10,633 250 1,426 768 13,077

°85.1 percent of students for whom data were available were placed
in Gates classes.

°Placement of fourth-grade mathematics-only holdovers was
inconsistent: only 54.1 percent were placed in Gates classes.
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Placement of fourth-grade students held over solely for mathematics
was inconsistent because in many schools the number of students in this
category was too small to constitute separate classes: only 54.1 percent
of the 135 fourth-grade mathemetics-only holdovers were assigned to Gates

classes.

Attendance

The Office of Student Information Services collected and analyzed
attendance data on fates students through November 30, 1982. These data,
displayed in Table 14, indicate that attendance by seventh-grade Gates
students was poor. While 62.1 percent of fourth-grade Gates students
attended school mora than 94 percent of the time, only 43.4 percent of
the seventh graders did so. Almost 30 percent of seventh-grade holdovers
attended school less than 83 percent of the time. The evaluation team
will provide more complete information on the full-year attendance pattern
of Gates students in an end-of-year report, but this initial sampling
strongly suggests that efforts to improve the attendance of Gates

students must continue.
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TABLE 14

Attendance by Gates Students
Through November 30, 1982

Attendance -
Rate N (%)

Grade Four

Grade Seven

94-100%

84-93%

less than 83%

LTA*

94-100%
84-93%

less than 83%

LTA*

2,744
1,036
608
28

4,223
2,468
2,894

142

Source: Office of Studéﬁt Information Sérvices-

*Long-term absence.
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VII. MIDYEAR OUTCOMES: JANUARY, 1983 TEST RESULTS

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Data reflecting the impact of the 1982-83 full-year program will not be
available before the beginning of the 1983-84 school year. Qur purpose in
analyzing mid-year resu]ts_is to shed some 1light on the progress of Gates
students. Looking at the January, 1983 test results, wé asked:

== What proportion of Gates'students were promoted in January as
a result of meeting midyear promotional criteria?

-- What proportion of Gates students were able to attain the less
stringent end-of-year promotional criteria in January?

== What gains did Gates students make in reading and mathematics
between April, 1982 and January, 1983?

== How do these results campare with last year's results?

-- What were the observed gains made by subgroups of the Gates
population and how did they compare to last year's gains?

ATTAINMENT OF PROMOTIONAL CRITERIA

Midyear Promotional Standards

The January, 1983 administrationé of the CAT, the N.Y.C.M.T., and
the LAB were meant to provide the highest achieving Gates students with
an opportunity for promotion to the fifth or eighth grade at the midpoint
of the schocl year. However, the desire to reward outstanding achieve-
ment was tempered by the realization that students prénoted midyear would
encounter problems in their new grades. Evaluation of the 1981-82 Gates
program indicated that students prﬁnated:}n January, 1982, éSperienceé

great difficulty in attaining fifth- or eighth-grade promotional criteria



in April, 1982. As a result, in 1582-83 the criteria for midyear
pramotion were higher than they had been in the first year of the program.
The scores necessary for proamotion in January, 1983 are displayed in

Table 15,

TABLE 15
JANUARY, 1983 PROMOTIONAL CRITERIA
Test ’ Grade 4 Grade 7
Mathematics - N.Y.C.M.T. (grade equivalent) 2.7 6.6
Reading - CAT.(grade equivalent) 4.6 7.2
Reading - LAB® (raw score) 15 26

%For LEP students who have been in an English-language school system
for more than two but less than four years.

January Tes@mﬁesglﬁs

In January, as in August, students were held to either the reading
criteria (reading-only holdovers) or the mathematics criteria (mathematics-
only holdovers), or %DthZ(readingsmathsﬁatics holdovers), depending
upa% their pe;fannancé on earlier tests. ’ETEGEH percent of the Gates
students were able to meet midyear promotional criteria. An additional
17.2 percent attained the less stringent end-of-year criteria, but were

not pramoted.
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The data are présenteg by grade and eligibility category in Table
grade students in attaining the midyear promotional criteria. On the
other hand, fourth-grade students were more successful than seventh-
grade students in attaining the end-of-year promotional criteria. In
both gradgsg students who were éTigibTe in both reading and mathematics
had a great deal of difficulty in meeting the joint criteria. Only
seven percent of the fourth-grade and ten percent of the seventh-grade
reading-mathematics holdovers attained even the end-of-year promotional
criteria in both subjects in January.

These results were compared to outcomes of the January, 1982 tests
to get a sense of the program's reiative success in 1982-83. After
discounting the effect of mathematics criteria fraom the 1983 results,
we found that outcames in the two years were similar. In our midyear
assessment of the 1981-82 Promotional Gates Program, we reported that
32.6 percent of eligible fourth graders and 29.8 pé%sent of eligible
seventh graderé were able to meet the end-of-year promotion criteria
by January, 1982. In January, 1983, 31.2 percent of fggrth graders and
29 percent of seventh graders who were held over for Eeading were able

to meet these end-of-year promotional criteria. The slight differences
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TABLE 16

Attaimment of Promotional Criteria By Gates Students
January, 1983

Basis of Eligibility
Reading- Mathematics- Reading-

__Only — Only _Matheratics __ Total
Percent Percent Percent Percent
of those of those of those of those

n eligible nh eligible n eligible n eligible

Gradewsguc
December Eligibles 5,446 155 528 6,129
Number Tested in January 3,447 63.3% 56  36.1% 1802 34.1% 3,683 . 60.1%

Met January Criteria 343 6.3 15 9.6 2 0.3 360 5.9

Attained End-of-Year c
Pramotional Criteria- 1,793 32.9 47 30.3 37 7.0 1,877 30.5

Grade Seven

December Eligibles 3,317 4,784 4,976 13,077
Number Tested in January 2,126 64.1 3,014 63.0 2,823% 56.7 7,963 60.9
Met January Criteria 517 15.6 1,093 22.8 108 2.2 1,718 13.1

Attained End-of-Year c
Pranotional Criteria- 1,230 37.1 1,780 37.2 498 10.0 3,508 26.8

ain§1udes only those students who were tested in both mathematics and reading.

bInt1udes only those students who met the criteria on both tests. In the fourth grade,
four students met the criterion in reading but not mathematics, and 30 students met the
criterion in mathematics but not reading. In the seventh grade, 297 students met the
criterion in reading but not mathematics, and 392 met the criterion in mathematics

but not reading.

“Includes students who attained the January promotional criteria.

°The QEFcéntagé of seventh graders promoted midyear was greater than the
percentage of fourth graders, )

°Overall, a greater péréentage of fourth graders than seventh graders
attained the end-of-year criteria.
A5




STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, APRIL, 1982 TO JANUARY, 1983

Reading Achievement: An Overview

The April, 1982 to January, 1983 gains in reading achievement of
Gates students who were held over on the basis of reading scores are
presented in Table 17.* Fourth-grade Gates students made adjusted
gains of two months (11 scale score units) and seventh-grade Gates
students made adjusted gains of five months (14 scale score units).

The April, 1981 to January, 1982 adjusted gains of Gates students in
reading achievement were two months in the fourth grade and four months
in the seventh grade, indicating a slight increase in the impact of

the Gates program on seventh graders' reading achievement in this

second year of program implementation.

RgadingrAchiegemEﬁp by Subgroups of the Gates Population

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students. LEP students who had

been in an English-language program for more than four years were sub-
Ject to promotional criteria on the CAT.** The observed reading czins

of these students from April, 1982 to January, 1983 were Tess than the

Dbser&éﬁ'gains of the total population.*** (See Table 18.) Fourth-

*Appendix D presents observed gains in reading achievement by
canmunity school district.

**The gains of students who were subject to promotional criteria
on the LAB are not reported here because there were too few students
to yield meaningful results.

***The scores of subgroups of the population cannot be adjusted for
regression to the mean, so we have canpared observed gains in both groups.
The same procedure was follawed in looking at data concerning resource
room students,
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TABLE 17

Reading Achievement by Gates Students
April, 1982 tc January, 1983

April, 1982 January, 1983 Di fferenc
a Observed mean Adjusted mean” Grade Scale Grade Scale
Grade N scale score (S.D.) scale score equivalent score (S.D.) equivalent score
Four 3,506 370.3  (23.5) 386.7 3.4 398.1  (30.0) 3.6 11.4
Seven 4,999 447.2 (28.7) 464,7 5.4 479.0 (37.2) 5.9 14.3

This analysis includes all students who were held over on the basis of reading scores below the
promoticnal criteria and had both April, 1982 and January, 1983 CAT scores.

“An adjustment was made to account for regression to the mead.

~
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TABLE 18

Reading Achievment of LEP Students in the Gates Program
April, 1982 to January, 1983

April, 1982 January, 1983 Differenc
Observed mean Grade Observed mean Grade
) a scale o equi- scale 7 equi- Scaley
Grade N score (5.D) valent score (s.D.) valent score
Four 275 366.6 (23.0) 2.8 383.6 (31.8) 3.3 17.0
Seven 253 441.1 (30.4) 4.6 467.7 (34.3) 5.5 26.6

aThis analysis includes all LEP students in the Gates program who had both April, 1982
and January, 1983 CAT scale scores.
bTh%se are observed gains, which are higher than real gains.
°LEP students made similar smaller gains than the total Gates
~opulation, ‘




grade LEP students made observed gains of |7 scal - e-score units, com-
pared with observed gains of 27.8 scale-ire unt= ts for ali fourth=

grade Gates students; seventh-grade LEP fites stu=zdents made observed
gains of 26.6 scale-score units, comparefyith obesserved gains of 31.8
scale score units for all seventh-grade Gtes stu .dents.* These data
are consistent with our prior findings cuerning Gates-eligible LEP
students, and indicate a need for scrut{pof ser~vices being provided

for them.

Resource Room Students. The gains inmading achievement by Gates

students who were also participating in thresour—ce roam program are
displayed in Table 19. These students mak gains  that were slightly
higher than those of the general populatinm just as they did last

year,

ﬂathﬁe;mati}:;Achievemgqt; _An Overview

The April, 2982 to January, 1983 qaimsiof Gate -s students in
mathematics which were impressive, are presmted i n Table 20.** Fourth-
grade Gates students made adjusted gains imathem—atics achievement
of four months (26 scale score units) and wenth-=grade Gates students
made adjusted gains of eight months (21 scile score= units). The average

January grade-equivalent score of fourth giders w==s above the end-of-

*Scale score units are used to allow meining £ ul canparison with
the total population.

**Appendix E presents the observed ga-nin mat=hematics achievement
broken down by district. ‘
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TABLE 19

Reading Achievement of Resource Roc—m Students in the Gates Program
April, 1982 to & anuary, 1983

April, 1982 January, 1983 Difference
Observed mean Grade TObserved mean ) Grade
scale equi- scale ' 2qui- Scale,
Grade N score (8.0) valent score (5.D.) valent score
Four 41y  370.0 (22.3) 2.9 400.6 (30.3) 3.7 30.6
Seven 388  448.3 (26.0) 4.8 485.1 (40.6) 6.1 36.8

aTF}T'S analysis includes resource room student— s in the Gates program who had both April,
1982 and January, 1983 CAT scale scores.

bThese are observed gains, which are higher t han real gains.

°The gains of resource room students were slightly higher than
those of the general population.




TABLE 20

Mathematics Achievement by Gates Students
April, 1982 to January, 1983

April, 1982 January, 1983 Di fference

Observed Adjusted® Observed
a Mmean scale mean scale Grade mean scale Grade Scale
Grade N score (5.D.) score equivalent score (S.D.) equivalent

Four 208 244.8  (10.2) 252.6 2.6 2.0 (29.8) 1.0

Seven 5,401 337.5 (20.1) 345.5 4.8 367,2 (31.9) 5.6

This analysis includes all students held over on the basis of mathematics scores below
the promotional criteria and who have both April, 1982 and January, 1983 N.Y.C.M.T. scoress.

’An adjustment was made to account for regression to the mean. (See Appendix D.)
°Students in both grades made significant gains 1in achievement.

°The average fourth-grade score was above the end-of-year promotional
criteria.

°The average seventh-grade score was only one month belw the end-of-year
criteria,




year promotional criterion, and the average January grade-equliilent—

score of seventh graders was only one month below the critern,

Mathematics Achievement by Subgroups of the Qatesquggjagjgg

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students.  All LEP studets wh o

had been in an English-language school system for more than twyear-s
were subject to pramotional criteria on the N.Y.C.M.T. Their iserve=d
gains, presented in Table 21, were only slightly Tower than tihse of
the entire Gates population., In the seventh grade, LEP stydsmimacd =
an average observed gain of 26.4 scale score units, compared vith

the average observed gain of 29.7 scale score units for the entire
Gates group. Too few fourth-arade LEP students wére!subjegt 10 the

mathematics standard to allow a reliable conparison.

Resource Room Students.. The gains in mathematics achieavemet by

resource room students in the Gates program are presented in Thle 22- .
The average observed gain in mathematics achievement by seventhyrade
resource room students was 36.4 scale-score units, somewhat Niger th.an
the observed gain of the entire seventh-grade Gates populatiom. Here

again, there were too few fourth graders to allew an analysiqs.

E.;
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TABLE 21

Mathematics Achievement of LEP Students in the Gates Program
April, 1982 to January, 1983

April, 1982 January, 1983 Difference
Observed Gbserved
R mean scale Grade mean scale , Grade Scale
Grade N score (S.D.) equivalent score (5.D.) equivalent score
Seven 224 331.1 (21.6) 4,3 357.5 (32.0) 5.2 26.4

This analysis includes all seventh-grade LEP students in the Gates program who had an April,
1982 and January, 1983 N.Y.C.M.T. scale scores.
DThese are observed gains, which are higher than real gains.

°The average observed mathematics gains cf seventh-grade LEP students
were only slightly slower than those of the Gates population as a whole.

i)
.




TABLE 2?2
Mathematics Achievement on the N.Y.C.M.T.
by Resource Room Students in the Gates Program
April, 1982 to January, 1983
April, 1982 January, 1983 Difference
Observed Observed
3 mean scale 7 Grade mean scale Grade Scaley
Grade N® score (S.D.) egquivalent score (5.D.) equivalent score
Seven 356 337.4 (19.1) 4.5 373.8 {32.5) 5.9 36.4

his analysis includes all seventh-grade resource room students in the Gates program who had
both an April, 1982 :nd January, 1983 N.Y.C.M.T. scale scores.

>These are observed gains, which are higher than real gains.

°The average observed mathematics gains by seventh-grade resource room
Students were higher than those of the Gates population as a whole.

L
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROGRAM

In 1982-83 the Praomotional Gates Program was far more camnplex than

m

it had been in its first year and presented formidable organizational
problems. The introduction of a mathematics standard created three
types of Gates students at each grade level. Nonetheless, the adminis-
tration of the program was more efficient in 1982-83 than it had been
the previous year, For example, appeals procedures were formalized in
1982-83, and idéntificatian of Gates students and monitoring of class
placement proceeded far more smoothly.

Most students received appropriate Gates services. Data provided
on tne November 30, 1982 roster indjcate that, overall, 87 percent of
the Gates students for whom eligibility and class placement information
were available were assigned to appropriate classes. The placement of
fourth-grade mathematics-only holdovers was inconsistent because many
schools had too few students in this category to warrant the establish-

ment of a Gates class.

STAFF_TRAINING

Supervisors and teachers commentad that staff training for the
summer program was somewhat rushed. Teachers were particularily
dissatisfied with the limited Opportunities to study program materials
and to practice suggested teaching techniques. Nonetheless, reactions
to summer training were relatively fayorable. In additian, the majority

of participants in the August, 1982 training fer the full-year Gates
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program gave favorable ratings to each aspect of training und=r consider-
eration. The November staff-development workshops received especially
high ratings. Over 90 pEFL‘S;Eﬁt of participants found these wo —k shops
useful and relevant, The staff training caonponent of the Gatés progran
has becane increasingly successful over time and is highly aporeciated

by teachers and supervisors.

INSTRUCTION

The evaluation team was generally impressed with sumer schooi
instruction. The team praised teachers' interpersonal skills, +he clarity
of objectives, and the appfaprfate;iess of lesson content, However,
lessons often lacked closure and follow-up and recommended mat = rials wre
frequently in short supply. Teachers often provided curricula other than
those suggested for the program. Further improvements inthis area may
be necessary.

Instruction in the full-year Gates program will be exmined +4n the

1982-83 end-of-year repor:.

ATTENDANCE
Seventh-grade attendance levels were poor in the summer and  the
fall of 1982, as they had been the previous year. The attendance problen
which surfaced in the program's first year remains serious. At t endance

data for individual districts suggest that some solutionsmy reside
in district practices and that it might be useful to identify amd share

exemplary practices that promate at,t!endam:ei

-56-

Pl
Py
“



ACHIEVEMENT

Overall achievement results for 1982-83 are éat directly comparable
to those of 1981-82 because of the mathematics criteria were not enforced
until the program's second year of operation. However, the reading out-
canes at the end of summer school and in January, 1983 were equivalent

to or slightly better than last year's results.

August, 1982 Results

One-quarter of all students eligible for the Gates program in June,
1982, became eligible for praomotion Dy attaining the promotional criteria
on the August, 1982 test(s). However, as might be expected, very few
of the reading-rathematics holdovers were able to meet both criteria and
qualify for pramotion.

Analysis of students' gains over the summer indicate that seventh
graders made real gains in reading achievement, and students in both
grades improved their mathematics skills. The gains of fourth graders>
who were elgible in reading were not larger than we would expect as a
result of regression. [t appears that the summer mathematics program

had more direct impact on students than the communication arts program,

Midyear Resuits

Thé January test administration was meant to provide the highest
achieving Gates students with an opportunity for promotion at the mid-
point of the year. The midyear criteria for reading were set at even
higher levels in 1982-83 than in 1981-82 in order to ensure that

students pramoted midyear would have continued success. The addition

.



~of a mathematics standard also presented many students with more diffi-
lﬁuTt criteria for advancement. Nevertheless, the eligibility rate for
promotion in January, 1983, was equivalent to that of January, 1982.

In January, 1983, as in January, 1982, seventh-grade stuéents were more
successful in meeting the midyear reading criterion for their grade
than were fourth-grade students.

The percentage of Gates students meeting the end-of-year reading
‘eriteria in January, 1983 may be directly compared to the peréentagé
Who did so in January, 1982. In both grades, there was litt]e di fference
fram one year to the next. Average reading gains in each of the two
years were also similar.

As in 1981-82, gains in reading achievement by Gates students who
were also partizipating in £he resource room program were higher than
those by the general Gates population, and gains by l%mited English
proficient students were lower. These data indizaté that.the services
being'pfcvided ta>Eates students of limited Engiisﬁ proficiency should
be given careful attention.

The percentage of students in each grade able to meet the end-of-year
mathematics criteria by January, 1983 was similar to that of students
meeﬁing the reading requirement, Students in both grades made &ppreci-

able gains in mathematics achievement from April. .t -ary, 1983.
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TABLE A-1

Student Eligibility for the )
Pranotional Gates Program after April, 1982 Testing

Grade
FD;; B Seveéi o Totald
s w2 @ 2w
Exempt from EatesSW 45;725? (iﬁgl; 8,929 ) (12.3; ) 15;6547 (11.2)
No decision® 1,421 (2.1) 4,150 (5.7) 5,571  (4.0)

Scores below one or
both test criteria

(not exempt) 8,984 (13.5) 19,124 (26.3) 28,108 (21.6)
Scores at or above ) ) ) .
~ both test criteria 49,594 (74.3) 40,433 (55.7) 90,032 (63.2)

Total Apri],dIQSZ 7 7 7 7
test group 66,724  (100.0) 72,641 . (100.0) 139,365 (100.0)

aSFadES for an additional 35 students were not available on the November 30,
1982 data tape used for these analyses.

bIn the fourth grade, 2,870 students were exempt on the basis of limited

English proficiency (LEP), 3,855 were special education students; in the
seventh grade, 3,2G2 were LEP students and 5,727 were classified as
special education students.

“No-decision students are either missing one test score (and have a passing
score on the other test) or are missing scores on both the reading and
mathematics tests.

dThese totals include all first-time fourth- and seventh-grade students

tested in April, 1982. Students who had been held over in 1981-82 Gates
classes (Gates Extension-eligible students) are not included.
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TABLE A-2

Categories of Student Eligibility for the
Promotional Gates Program
as of June, 1932

Grade Four
Reading ) Na
Reading only Math only & Math Total decision
Students subject to
promotional eriteria
after April, 1982 )
tests 8,103 189 692 8,984 1,421
Discharged = 276 - 13 - 27 - 316 - 178
Appeals/ )
exceptions - 762 = 7 - 6 = 775 = 12
Category shifts
as a result a
of exceptions - 6 + 8 = 5 = 7 + 7
June, 1382
eligibles 7,059 177 650 7,886 1,240
Grade Seven
Students suybject te
promotional eriteria
after April, 1982
tests 5.668 6,335 7.121 19,124 4,150
Discharged = 194 - 227 - 250 - 571 - 529
Appeals/
exceptions = 813 - 358 - 83 =1,254 - 36
Category ' + 22 + 77 - 1156 - 17 + 17
shifts as a
result of
exceptions™ — - e N _ _
June, 1982

eligibles 4,683 5,827 6,672 17,182 3,602

NOTE. Students classified as reading-only are those with a CAT score below
the criterion and sither a mathematics score above the criterion or a missing
mathemitics score. Math-only students have a mathematics score below the °
criterion and either a reading score above the criterion or a missing reading
score. Reading-and-math students have reading and mathematics scores below
criterion. No-decision students are either missing one test score {and have
a score above criterion on the other test) or are missing scores on both the
reading and mathematics tests.

35 student's eligibility cziecory changed even if he or she was given an
exception for only one test.



Criteria Attainment by Gates-.
Summer, 1982

Bas- ., of eligibility
Reading- Hath- Reading- No
" only only ath decision
Grade Four
June, 1982 eligibles 7,052 177 650 1.240
Number tested in August 4,402 75 209° 105°
Met promotional cpiteria =1,947 =58 =33 =68
Categary shiftsd +163 +33 -141 -55
Septamber, 1982 eliginia® 5,275 152 176 1,117
Grade Saven
June, 1982 eligibles 4,683 5,827 6,672 3,602
Number tested in August 3,165 3,819 1,582° 3760
Met promotional criteria =1,961 =2,143 =592 =196
Category shifts? -537 1,016 -1,370 -183
September, 1982 eligibles® 3,253 1,700 4,710 3,223

Mhese are 5tudents who were tested in both reading and mathematics.

BTHEEE are students who were tested in reading or mathematics or both (if
they needed it).

EA small number of students not ineluded in these figures met one criterion
but were not promoted because they needed a secand tast.

ﬂCéEEgDFg shifts arose primarily from: reading-mathematics holdovers who
met the criterion on only one summer test, and no-decision students who scored
below criteria on one ar bath tests,

®These totals do not include the results of fall, 1982 continuous makeup testing,

&
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TABLE A-4

Criteria Attaimment by Gates Students
Who Were Eligible for Fall Makeup Testing

Basis of Gates Eligibility
Reading Math Reading ) No
only only & Math decision
Grade Four
September 1982 B ) - — - B
Gates eligibles 5,275 152 476 1,117
Met criteria aﬁda
were promoted” - -— == -62
Category shifts’ ¥127 2 +44 -173
Gates students 1982-83 5,402 154 520 882
Grade Seven
September, 1982
Gates eligibles 3,259 4,700 4,710 3,223
Met criteria and __ _ . g5
were promoted - - T
Category shifts : +36 +61 +209 -306
Gates students 1982-83 3,295 4,761 4,919 2,832

aStudEﬁtS were eligible for the September makeup testing if they were missing
either an April or an August, 1982 score on one or the other test. By
definition, none of the holdovers were eligible for promotion on the basis of
these tests because they had already scored below promotional criteria on one
test. Only no-decision students could be promoted.

ECategary shifts arose from no decision students who scored below criteria on
one or both of the tests that they were taking for the first time.
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Summer School Participation By Districts:

TABLE B-1

Reading Classes

Grage Four

Number  Percent Number Percent

Number of attended attended Number of attended attended

District eligibies 15+ days 15+ days eligibles 15+ days 15+ days

Junse, 1982 June, 1982

1 168 74 (44.0) 259 64 (24.7)

2 127 58 (45.7) 139 73 (52.5)

3 171 80 (45.8) 252 123 (48.8)

4 215 73 (34.0) 228 85 (37.3)

5 154 as (55.8) 292 127 (43.5)

5 35z Z11 (55.2) 374 189 (50.5)

7 266 135 (50.8) 403 171 gdz.i;
8 254 151 (59.4) 567 328 §7.5

9 492 203 (41.3) &§50 261 (39;5)

10 683 281 (41.1) 799 307 (38.4)
11 1585 117 (70.9) 366 173 (47.3)
12 266 104 (39.1) 227 &8 (30.0)
13 278 173 (62.2) 395 201 (50.9)
14 285 134 (47.0) 466 186 (35.8)
15 * 321 199 (62.0) 392 168 (42.9)
15 177 101 (57.1) 224 90 (40.2)
17 474 246 (51.9) 752 272 (36.2)
18 141 98 (68.1) 268 148 (55.2
19 437 243 (49.9) 622 301 (48.4;
20 172 75 (43.6) 401 175 {43.6)

. 21 196 93 (47.4) 311 129 (41.5)
22 136 75 (55.1) 183 104 (56.8)
23 205 74 (36.1) 311 150 (48.2)
24 191 86 (45.0) 295 109 (36.9)
25 76 30 (39.5) 109 57 (52.3)
26 13 9 (69.2) 86 42 (53.8)
27 391 162 (41.4) 531 287 (48.4)
28 120 79 (65.8) 211 74 (35.1)
29 154 86 (55.8) 351 130 (54.1)
3o 148 75 (50.7) 212 80 (37.7)
i1 102 56 (54.9) 314 199 (63.4)
32 298 161 (54.0) 389 156 (42.3)
33 0 = = 6 3 (50.0)
Citywide 7,708° 3,826 - (49.6) 11,355 5,038 (44.4)
NOTE. These data are from students who scored below promotional criteria

on the April, 1982 CAT. Summer attendanca data were not available from the
few LAB=eligible students who task the summer LAB. Excluded are: students
eligible for Gates on the basis of a below-criterion mathematics scare only:
and no decision students who had no spring, 1982 reading scors. [m addition,
some students attended fewer than 15 days. These students, and any others
for whom attendance data were not available, are considered nonparticipants
in the summer school program. As a result, this may be a conservative
estimatz of summer school participatien.

2one fourth-grade student who did not attend summer school is missing
becausa his or her district was not specified.

= 6:5,
74
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TABLE B-2

Summer School Participation by Districts: Mathematics Classes

Grade Four Grade Saven

Number  Percent Number Percent

Number of attended attended Number of attended attended

District eligibles 15+ days 15+ days eligibles 15+ days 15+ days

June, 1982 dJune, 1982

1 28 4 14.3 294 100 34.0
2 4 0 0.0 146 59 47.3
3 20 5 25.0 268 126 47.0
4 3z 5 15.6 338 133 39.3
5 21 6 28.8 313 112 35.8
5 31 3 3.7 489 222 47.3
7 31 11 35.5 Jes 139 35,2
8 25 13 52.0 545 303 55.6
] 59 8 8.5 799 293 36.7
10 72 14 19.4 902 362 40.1
11 12 4 33.3 421 181 43.n0
12 19 0 0.9 265 n 28,8
13 18 2 11.1 459 210 45,8
14 19 3 15.8 408 148 36.3
15 23 9 39.1 454 . 143 31.5
16 25 9 36.0 215 a9 41.4
17 61 20 32.8 800 319 39.9
18 24 11 45.8 358 194 54.2
19 55 15 27.3 525 211 40,2
20 18 a 0.0 407 173 42.5
21 19 1 5.3 302 110 36.4
22 16 a 37.5 173 a3 48.0
23 27 12 44,4 391 169 43.2
24 17 7 41.2 318 128 40.3
25 9 0 0.0 103 50 48.5
26 0 0 - 81 44 54.3
27 57 16 28.1 568 271 17,7
28 g 7 77.8 288 127 7.1
29 13 9 50.0 400 197 49.3
30 17 5 29.4 288 122 42.4
31 3 1 33.3 410 244 59.5
3z 38 T 13 34.2 388 158 40.7
i3 a - - 28 15 53.6
Citywida 827 219 (26.5) 12,493 5,316 (42.5)

NOTE. These data are from those students who scored below promotional
criteria on the April, 1982 N.Y.C.M.T. It excludes: students eligible for
the Gates program on the basis of a below-criterien reading score only; and
no-decision students who had no spring, 1982 mathematics scors, In addition,
some students attended fewer than 15 days; these students, and any others

far whom attendance data were not available, are considered nonparticipants
in the summer school program. As 3 result, this may be a conservative
estimate of summer school participation.
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APPENDIX C

Differences In Scores of Students
Tested In August and Thase Not Retested
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August, 1982: The Tested Group

The summer tests were voluntary, and comparison of the mean April CAT
scores of students who opted for the August test with those of students who
did not take the test revealed that a somewhat higher-than-average scoring
group of students chose to take the August test. In the fourth grade, Aprii
CAT scale scores for those not tested in August averaged 368.1; those tested
on bath occasions had a higher average April score of 375.1 scale score
units. In seventh grade, the values were 446.0 and 454.2, respectively,
Locking at the N.Y.C.M.T. scores, we found that in grade four, April N.Y.C.M.T.
scale scores for those not tested in August asveraged 244,8; those tested on
both occasions had an average April score of 246.8. In grade seven, the
values were 338.3 and 344,56, respectively.

ngticipaﬁtg aﬁqiNonpgrtigjpangi

April scores of participants and nonparticipants were very similar., The
average April CAT score of (retested) fourth-grade participants was 375.4
scale-score units; the average retested nonparticipant scored 373.7. Each
15 canperable to a 3.1 grade equivalent. In the seventh grade the average
score for both retested groups was 454.2, z 5.0 grade eguivalent. In
mathematics the fourth-grade summer school participants who took the
August test averaged 247.2 scale-score units on the N.Y.C.M.T., while the
mean for retested nonparticipants was 245.8.  FEach is conparable to a 2.5
grade equivalent. In the seventh grade, participants averaged 345,2
scale-score units; nonparticipants averaged 343.1. Each is comparable
to a 4.7 grade-equivalent on the N.Y.C.M.T. We analyzed covariance (ANCOVA)
to make partial adjustments for the slight differences in the April, 1982
scores of the two groups.
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APPENDIX D

Statistical Adjustment of Pretest Scores
~ to Account for Regrzssion to the Mean
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STATISTICAL ADJUSTMENT OF PRETEST SCORES
TO ACCOUNT FOR REGRESSION TO THE MEAN

The equation used to adjust pretest scores to account for the
regression effect is taken from A.O.H. Roberts, "Regression Toward
the Mean and the Regression Effect Bias" in New Directions for Testing
and Measurement, Number 8, 1980, (San Francisco, Jossey-Bass), pages 59-82.
The equation is:

Xcs = Xs +_g:2 3 T
5 (1 -0,,) (Xg - Xs)
This formula was used with the appropriate CAT or N.Y.C.M.T. values to
correct April, 1982 pretest means, where:

___CAT, Form C___ N.Y.C.M.T., Form B
Grade 4 Grade 7 Grade 4 Grade 7

Acs = corrected ‘pretest (scale score) mean
of program partiiipaﬁtsi_,_.i!,fi.,.ii * * * *
Xs = pretest (scale score) mean of program
participantsii_i..gi-ii.;iiag,;;;_i.;. kel ol *k *k
Xg = citywide (scale score) mean on 7 ‘
pr‘eitést!Qii!!ii!;iiiiii!éi!ii!iigi!ii 445-7 524.5 357.4 4D8.6
0 = standard deviation of pretest scale 7
SCores Citywide..ueneseinunnnennennnns 64.6 75.8 49,0 66,0
S = standard deviation of pretest scale 7
scores citywide...cuiiirennrnnnnannna. 52.1 59.6 45.4 55.7
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*These values are computed on the following pages.
**These values appear on the following pages. Values from the April

to August and April to January periods differ since the latter period
excludes the April scores of students who met the criteria in August.
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Adjustment of April, 1982 CAT for Students' Gains
) - from Apr‘ﬂ to August 1982 o

Grade Four (N = 4,549, ¥5 = 3?5;1)

Res = 375.1 + (64. 5) 1 g : _as
(57°1)2 (1-.86) (446.7 - 375.1)

; . Xecs = 375.1 + 15.4
Xcs = 390.5

454.,2)

Grade Seven (N = 6,862, ?E

Xes = 454,2 + {75. a) .
a,
(g@gg)z (1-.86) (524.5 - 454.2)
454,2 + 15,9

Xcs

Xes = 470.1

I}

Adjustment of April, 1982 CAT for Students' Gains
from April, 1982 to January, 1983

—
=
[]

_ Grade Four 3,506, Xs =.370.3) oo .

Xes = 370.3 + (64, 5)
(ﬁg——)z (1-.86) (446.7 - 370.3)

Xecs = 370.3 + 16.47
Xcs = 386.7
Grade Seven (N = 4,999, X5 = 447.2)
2
Xcs = 447.2 + (75.8)
i ﬁ)g (l= 86) (524 5 - 447, 2)
Xcs = 447,2 + 17,53
Xcs = 464.7




Adjustment of April, 1982

N.Y.C.M.T. for Studeﬁts Gaiﬁs

from Apr11 to August, 198?
Grade Four (N =277, Xs = 246.8)
- 2
Yes = 246.8 + (49.0) AR P
2 = 'Ei = &=U.0
B | (3551) (1-.94) (357.4 246.8)
Xcs = 246.8 + 7.9
Xes = 254.7
Grade Seven (N = 7,037, Xs = 344,6) : .
Xes = 344.6 + )2 (1-.92) (408.6 - 344.6)
Xcs =.344.6 + 7_2
RXes = 351.8

Adjustment of April,. 1982

N.Y.C.M.T. for Students' Gains

from ApriT,

1982 to Jaﬁuary, 1983

(N = 208, Yé =

Tcs
Xcs
. Xcs

Grade Four

244.8 + |
25°.6

= 5,401, Xs

———
prs
1]

Grade Seven

A
Y
It

b

's]

0
]

A
1]
it

345.5

- 337.5 + (66.0)2
_ (55.7)
s = 337.5 + 7.2

244,8)

244.8 + (49.0)2
T (@57)2 (1-.94) (357.4 - 244.8)

7.8

= 337.5)

2 (1-.92) (408.6 - 337.5)

=72=
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Student Achievement from April, 1982 to January, 1983
by District
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TABLE E-1

Reading Achievement by Fourth-Grade
Gates Students
April, 1982 to January, 1923

April, 1982 - January, 1983 bi fferaence

Mean scale ; Mean scale . Scale
G.E. score (S.D.) G.E. score

District N score (5.D.)

89 - 367.1 26.
49 370.2

6. 386.0 33.7- 3.4 18.9
21.
87 369.9 21,
22.
22.

3
409.7 27.1 3. 39.5
393.1 34.0 3.5 23.2
392.3 - 35,1 3 26.4
409.6 30,0 37.9
393.8 35,2 25,2

9
5
91 365.9 5
3.9
3.5
396.2 34.0 3.6 24.3
3.6
5
5
7
5

5 371.7 22,
i78 368,86 21.3
158 371.9 21.58
114 374.3 19.5
249 370.0 21.9
10 364 366.5 25.9
11 72 369.6 25.8
12 121 367.6 24.9
13 127 374.5 21.8
14 130 369.9 24,8
15 122 368.5 31.4
16 97 373.4 19.6
17 246 368.2 25.1
18 63 374.9 23.9
19 211 369.4 25.8
20 48 367.3 26.4
21 83 378.5 17.6
22 53 374.7 17.9
23 107 373.3 20.4
24 73 377.5 17.2
25 21 370.7 30.8
26 3 370.3 23.5
27 124 367.8 27.4
28 46 369.8 23.1
29 64 375.3 19.5
30 51 371.8 22.8
31 35 370.8 20,6
32 156 371.4 18,2
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394.8 31.2 20.5
393.7 27.5 3
393.0 26.5 3
401.8 25.5 3
393.2 27.4 3.5
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L] L] L] L]
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23.7
26.5
32.2
25.6
7 25.8
4 19.5
8 37.5
5 20.9
3.7 32.4
9 37.1
7
7
8
7

400, 3 26,2 < 3
389.4 30.3
406.0 29.8
394.3 24,2 3.8
400.6 = 28.0 3.7
412.0 33.8 3
400.4 29.0 3
400.9 30.0 3
406, 7 28.0 3.
3
3
3

T3P Cad P PR P e
L3 L] L [

31.0
33.6
28.2
28.7

403.4 28.5
396.1 28.0
406.9 25.5 .
407, 2 31.5 3.
407.0 31.2 3.
396.2 27.4 3.
404.1 27.0 3.
3.
3.
3.
3.

6 22,8
8 ,29.4
8 36.5
8 36,7
6 28.4
8 34.3
8
9
9
7

L G D L P D L P
. W
P Ladt b P 0 WD = T T WD W

29.3
39.0
39.7
28.8

404.6 25.8
410.8 33.9
410.5 29.5
400.2 30.0
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TABLE E-2

Reading Achievement by
Seventh-Grade Gates Students
April, 1982 to January, 1983

April, 1982 January, 1983 Differenc

Mean scale 7 Mean scale Scale
District N score (s.D.) G.E. score (s.D.) G. score

w
Ly
»

24.0
38.0
45,1
28.2
32.4
32.5
40.9
30.4
27.3
33.5
32.0
23.4
35,7
28.1
33,9
26.1
28,2
27.4
22.5
34.7
35.9
40.1
37.6
31.6
46.6
36.8
43.6
19.8
46.4
20.4
34.1
24.1

135 447.9
61 439,8
111 441,0
77' 449§6
144 446,7
446,3
201 442,7
245 . 447.1
296 445,1
436 444.5
445.0 32,1
450.7 21.9
167 451.6 26.5
252 . 445,7 25.8
178 446.4 32,2
96 438,7 31.7
450.4 28.5
108 4477 31.5
266 448.6 27.8
168 450.2 27.1
131 452.2 26.1
451.6 30.0
446,7 30.3
122 449.0 28.8
23 437,4 24.6
452,0 26.4
444,7 31.2
84 449,72 29.4
] 3 488.8 28.0
76 446,2 30.6
124 458.0 - 20.5
448, 2 26.7

[ ]
o
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-8 471.9 33.2
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0 488.8 29.6
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TABLE E-3

Math Achievement by
Seventh-Grade Gates Students
April, 1982 to January, 1983

District

N

April, 1982

January, 1983

Diffaeren:

Mean scale
score

(s.D.)

Mean scale

jrp]
»
L
"

score

(5.0.)

3cale
score

Pt et ot o ok o et
xmumuu&mumawwcrmwn~4ﬂﬁuwp@www+ﬂ

339, 4
338.8
331.2
336.9
338.6
337.3
337.8
335.6-
334.8
336.4
338.7
341,5
338.0
336.1
338.5
334,5
336.2
338.7
339,5
335.8
340.8
340.8
337.1
335,9
343.1
339.8
337.1
336.0
337.9
338.0
341.1
328.4

19,7
20,7
21.1
21.6
21.0
20.1
19.8
20.2
20.9
20.5
15.9
18.0
19.9
19.4
20.2
21.0
20.9
19.1
19.4
20.0
18.6
17.7
19,1
22.0
18.0
18.2
20.8
19.8
19,1
19.6
18.8

. 19,0
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360.4
373.3
364.6
362,5
372,3
372.2
360.5
362.7
365.1
367.6
365.5
364.8
363.6
359,2
368.6
350.0
360.6
377.0
363.3
374.2
375.9
377.2
364.5
369.4
373.6
386.8
366.6
367.3
381.1
370.5
386.0
362.3

29.3
36.9
33.1
30.3
31.9
35.2
26.7
29.7
34.8
34.6
27.3
33.4
29.2
28.7
31.6
27.2
31.0
30.5
27.0
33.3
32,6
32.0
30.7
33.1
28.5
25.1
29.8
28.9
36.3
30.2
32.6
28.3
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21.0
34.5
33.4
25.6
33.7
34.9
22.7
27.1
30.3
31.2
26.8
23.3
25.6
23.1
30.1
15.5
24.4
38.3
23.8
34.4
35.1
36.4
27.4
33,5
30.5
47.0
29.5
31.3
43.2
32.5
44.9
23.9
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